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Corridor Identification
A broad range of Bypass Corridors were conceived in a four-step process to identify corridors
that have potential to satisfy the stated transportation purpose: “ ...to provide for the safe and
efficient movement of people and goods through and around Gorham Village in a manner that is
consistent with and supports the goals of Gorham’s Comprehensive Plan...” The identified
corridors were then carried forward into the Corridor Screening phase for a more extensive
evaluation of transportation measures of effectiveness and for identification of social, economic,
environmental, and engineering constraints and opportunities.
Step One
In the first step of the corridor identification process, travel desires of existing (1999) traffic
traveling through Gorham Village were quantified.
These travel desires are tabulated in Table 1.
Major travel desires include:
•
•
•
•

East-west travel on State Route 25, U.S. Route 202/State Route 4 and New Portland Road;
Travel between State Route 25 west and State Route 114 south;
North-south travel on State Route 114; and
Locally-oriented traffic.

Locally-oriented traffic is not targeted for diversion because it has origins or destinations in or
around the Village.

Step Two
In the second step, beginning and end points (terminal points) for bypass corridors were identified
to capture a preponderance of the travel desires through and around the Village. A total of nine
sets of terminal points were identified to link major roadways in the study area, desirably U.S.
and state-numbered routes.
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Table 1
1999 Daily Directional Distribution
from

to

1999
volume

percent

183

2%

2803

26%

Rte. 25 E.

3202

30%

New Portland Rd.

2002

18%

Rte. 202/4 E.

1128

10%

Local

1531

14%

1554

12%

291

2%

Rte. 25 W.

5618

43%

Flaggy Meadow Rd.

143

1%

Rte. 202/4 W.

2184

17%

Local

3284

25%

Rte. 114 N.

2128

22%

Rte. 25 E.

42

0%

Rte. 25 W.

3510

37%

Rte. 202/4 E.

215

2%

Rte. 202/4 W.

0

0%

236

2%

0

0%

Local

3351

35%

Rte. 114 S.

1748

48%

Rte. 25 E.

647

18%

Rte. 25 W.

21

1%

Rte. 202/4 E.

94

3%

Rte. 202/4 W.

146

4%

0

0%

New Portland Rd.

674

19%

Local

310

9%

West (from 25, 202/4, Rte. 114 N.
and Flaggy Meadow EB)
Rte. 114 S.

East (from 25, 202/4, Rte. 114 N.
and New Portland WB)
Rte. 114 S.

South (from 114 NB)

Flaggy Meadow Rd.
New Portland Rd.
North (from 114 SB)

Flaggy Meadow Rd.
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Step Three
In the third step, 1,000-foot wide corridors were defined to connect the selected terminal points
while avoiding social, economic, and environmental resources as much as possible and
considering potential engineering constraints. As a result, ten individual corridors were defined
(see Figure 1):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Corridor 1-1: Connect Route 25 (State Street) west of the Village to Route 114 (South Street)
south of the Village, via an inner southwesterly corridor
Corridor 1a-1a: Connect Route 25 (State Street) west of the Village to Route 114 (South
Street) south of the Village, via an outer southwesterly corridor
Corridor 2-2: Connect Route 25 (State Street) west of the Village to Route 25 (Main Street)
east of the Village, via a northerly corridor
Corridor 3-3: Connect Route 114 (Fort Hill Rd.) north of the Village to Route 114 (South
Street) south of the Village via a southwesterly corridor
Corridor 4-4: An extension of Corridor 3-3, extended from Route 114 (Fort Hill Rd.) to
Route 4/202 (Gray Road) northeast of the Village
Corridor 5-5: Connect Route 25 (Main Street) east of the Village to Route 4/202
(Narragansett Street) via a northerly corridor
Corridor 6-6: Connect Route 25 (Main Street) east of the Village to Route 114 (South Street)
via a northerly and westerly corridor
Corridor 7-7: An extension of Corridor 1-1, extended from Route 114 (South Street) to
Brackett Road via a southerly bypass
Corridor 8-8: An extension of Corridor 7-7, extended from Brackett Road to New Portland
Road
Corridor 9-9: An extension of Corridor 8-8, extended from New Portland Road to Route 25
east of the Village

Step Four
In the fourth step, estimates were made of the maximum potential diversion of traffic from the
Village, based on existing traffic volumes. Diversion of traffic from the Village would serve as a
direct measure of a corridor’s potential effectiveness in satisfying the transportation purpose. The
maximum diversion potential of each corridor, based on existing (1999) traffic volumes is:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Corridor 1-1
Corridor 1a-1a
Corridor 2-2
Corridor 3-3
Corridor 4-4
Corridor 5-5
Corridor 6-6
Corridor 7-7
Corridor 8-8
Corridor 9-9

6,500 vehicles per day (vpd)
6,500 vpd
8,700 vpd
8,600 vpd
10,800 vpd
13,700 vpd
20,200 vpd
6,500 vpd
9,000 to 15,500vpd
15,500 vpd

The potential effectiveness of the ten corridors in diverting traffic from the Village ranged from
6,500 vpd to over 20,000 vpd. The most effective corridors were generally the longest,
circumscribing one-half to three-quarters of Gorham Village. The least effective corridors were
generally the shortest, circumscribing one-quarter of the Village. All but two corridors were
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deemed sufficiently effective to warrant further study. Corridor 5-5 and Corridor 7-7 did not
warrant further study because they were similar to other corridors that were being carried
forward.
Corridor 5-5 would extend Corridor 2-2 southwesterly to link with U.S. Route 202/State Route 4
southwest of the Village. With this extension, up to 5,000 more vehicles per day would
potentially divert from the Village. However, Corridor 6-6, which would extend Corridor 5-5
south to intersect with State Route 114 south of the Village, was estimated to divert 6,500 more
vehicles per day than Corridor 5-5 through an area with few additional constraints. Corridor 6-6
would potentially provide substantially more benefit than Corridor 5-5, so the Study Team and
PAC concluded that Corridor 5-5 did not warrant further consideration in the Corridor Screening
Phase.
Subsequently, in response to comments made at an Interagency meeting on June 12, 2000, the
Study Team performed additional traffic analysis to further quantify distinctions of Corridor 5-5’s
diversion potential and utilization, and that of Corridor 2-2 and Corridor 6-6. The Study Team
used the traffic forecasting model to estimate future diversion potential and usage of the bypass
on the segments beyond Corridor 2-2, namely the segment from State Route 25 west to Flaggy
Meadow Road, and from Flaggy Meadow Road to U.S. Route 202/State Route 4. Corridor 5-5
would divert little or no additional peak hour trips from the Village compared to Corridor 2-2.
Only 170 peak hour and 1,710 daily trips would use the bypass segment between Route 25 (west)
and Flaggy Meadow Road. Only 130 peak hour and 1,350 daily trips would travel between
Flaggy Meadow Road and Route 202 (west). In contrast, peak hour trips on adjacent segments of
Corridor 202 would be substantially greater, exceeding 800 vehicles per hour. Similarly, peak
hour trips on adjacent segments of Corridor 6-6 would exceed 900 vehicles per hour. This
evaluation of future traffic conditions further supported elimination of Corridor 5-5 from further
study.
It was determined that Corridor 7-7 did not warrant further study because it would be no more
effective than Corridor 1-1, would require additional road construction with higher costs and
potentially more impact than Corridor1-1, and would not connect to a U.S. or state-numbered
route.
The Study Team and Public Advisory Committee (PAC) initially discussed eliminating Corridors
8-8 and 9-9 due to potential inconsistencies with future growth plans of the area, existing
constraints in the corridor, and, in the case of Corridor 8-8, due to its terminus at a non-numbered
arterial road, New Portland Road. However both corridors were carried forward into the Corridor
Screening Phase because they had good potential to divert through traffic from the Village.

Corridor Screening
A corridor-level evaluation was performed on eight corridors that were identified by the Study
Team and Public Advisory Committee as having good potential to satisfy the stated transportation
purpose and need. The purpose of this evaluation is to determine which corridors have sufficient
merit to warrant additional expenditure of funds for more-detailed routing studies and impact
analysis. Two Comparative Evaluation Matrices were developed to document the results of the
Corridor Screening: one for traffic factors; and, one for social, economic, environmental, and
engineering factors. The eight corridors are:
•
•

Corridor 1-1
Corridor 1a-1a
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Corridor 2-2
Corridor 3-3
Corridor 4-4
Corridor 6-6
Corridor 8-8
Corridor 9-9

Each corridor was evaluated for its effectiveness in addressing five transportation needs:
•
•
•
•
•

Alleviate Congestion in the Village
Improve Traffic Flow in the Study Area
Reduce Truck Traffic in the Village
Improve Pedestrian and Bicycle Access in the Village
Improve Safety in the Study Area

Rankings of high, medium, or low were assigned to each corridor for each transportation “need”
based on the corridor’s relative effectiveness in addressing the transportation “need.” A sixth
“need,” Correct Inadequate Roadway Design Features, will be evaluated in the next phase of the
study when roadway alignments are developed. In one “need” category, Alleviate Congestion in
the Village, a Level of Service D threshold was established as the targeted planning level of
service based on guidelines of the American Association of State, Highway, and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO). Based on these rankings, a determination was made whether a corridor
would fully, partially, or minimally satisfy the stated transportation purpose – “...to provide for
the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in and around Gorham Village...” This was
the primary factor in the corridor screening analysis to determine whether a corridor should be
advanced for further study.
Another transportation-related factor, Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio, was calculated for each corridor,
and each corridor was ranked in comparison to the other corridors. The benefit/cost analysis and
ranking provides a numeric comparison of economic benefits related to transportation efficiency
to the implementation and operating costs of the project. Since B/C ratios for all corridors
exceeded 1.0, the B/C ranking was considered a secondary factor for corridor screening purposes.
Social, economic, environmental, and engineering factors were also considered secondary for
purposes of corridor screening unless resources or features within the 1,000-foot wide corridors
present severe constraints to roadway development. Documentation of natural and man-made
resources, engineering features, and economic considerations are compiled in the Comparative
Evaluation Matrix.
Results of Corridor Screening
Based on this approach and methodology, the Study Team makes the following observations and
suggestions.
Corridor 1-1 should be carried forward for further study because it fully satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 1-1’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks sixth best based on the comparative Benefit/Cost
(B/C) ranking. Corridor 1-1 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or
engineering constraints at the corridor-level analysis.
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Corridor 1a-1a should not be carried forward for further study because it only partially satisfies
the transportation purpose. Corridor 1a-1a’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating
its transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks second best based on the comparative B/C
ranking. Corridor 1a-1a is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or
engineering constraints at the corridor-level analysis.

Corridor 2-2 should not be carried forward for further study because it only partially satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 2-2’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks last based on the comparative B/C ranking. Corridor
2-2 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or engineering constraints
at the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 3-3 should not be carried forward for further study because it only partially satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 3-3’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0, indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. However, it ranks second worst among all alternatives on
the comparative B/C ranking. It is also noted that Corridor 3-3’s incremental advantages over
Corridor 1a-1a are minimal. Only 200 additional vehicles per day (20 additional vehicles per
hour) would be diverted from the Village compared to Corridor 1a-1a. Less than 140 vehicles per
hour would use the added roadway segment between Route 25 and Route 114, that distinguishes
Corridor 3-3 from Corridor 1a-1a. This compares to peak hour volumes of 680 vph on the
adjacent segment of Corridor 1a-1a. Corridor 3-3 would have an additional cost of $3 million
with negligible additional benefit Although Corridor 3-3 is not considered to have severe social,
economic, environmental, or engineering constraints at the corridor-level analysis, additional
impacts would be expected with the additional roadway segment, with minimal additional benefit
accrued.
Corridor 4-4 should be carried forward for further study because it fully satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 4-4’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks fifth best based on the comparative B/C ranking.
Corridor 4-4 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or engineering
constraints at the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 6-6 should be carried forward for further study because it fully satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 6-6’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks first based on the comparative B/C ranking.
Corridor 6-6 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or engineering
constraints at the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 8-8 should be carried forward for further study because it fully satisfies the
transportation purpose. Corridor 8-8’s Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio is greater than 1.0 indicating its
transportation benefits exceed costs. It ranks third best based on the comparative B/C ranking.
Corridor 8-8 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or engineering
constraints at the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 9-9 should not be carried forward for further study. Although Corridor 9-9 fully satisfies
the transportation purpose, its incremental advantages over Corridor 8-8 are minimal. Only 100
additional vehicles per day (10 additional vehicles per hour) would be diverted from the Village
as compared to Corridor 8-8. With Corridor 9-9, only 130 vehicles per hour (PM Peak Hour)
would use the added roadway segment between New Portland Road and State Route 25, that
distinguishes Corridor 9-9 from Corridor 8-8. This compares to peak hour volumes of 720
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vehicles per hour on the adjacent segment of Corridor 8-8. Corridor 9-9 would have a cost of
$2.5 million more than Corridor 8-8 with negligible additional benefit. Its B/C ranking is poorer
than Corridor 8-8. It ranks fourth among all corridors based on the comparative B/C ratio, but the
majority of its benefits accrue from the bypass segments from State Route 25 (west) to New
Portland Road, i.e. Corridor 8-8. Although Corridor 9-9 is not considered to have severe social,
economic, environmental, or engineering constraints at the corridor-level analysis, additional
impacts would be expected with the additional roadway segment with minimal additional benefit
accrued.

Conclusion
Of the eight build-bypass corridors initially studied in the corridor screening phase, the screening
analysis initially indicated that four corridors should be carried forward to the next level of
alignment development and impact analysis. These are: Corridors 1-1, 4-4, 6-6, and 8-8. At a
meeting of the Public Advisory Committee (PAC) on August 14, 2000, several members of the
PAC expressed the desire to also carry Corridor 1a-1a forward for further study in the alignment
development and impact analysis phase. Corridors 1-1 and 1a-1a both connect Route 25 west of
the Village with Route 114 south of the Village. Corridor 1-1 is an inner bypass while Corridor
1a-1a is an outer bypass, approximately one-half to one mile further out from the Village.
Advancing both corridors for further study would provide an opportunity for further discussion
and analysis of the transportation distinctions of these two similar corridors, in the context of the
Town’s vision of an expanded Gorham Village, as planned in the Town’s 1993 Comprehensive
plan. As a result, the Department proposes to carry five build-bypass corridors forward along
with three non-bypass alternatives:
Corridor 1-1
Corridor 1a-1a
Corridor 4-4
Corridor 6-6
Corridor 8-8
No-Build
Upgrade Alternative
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative
Three corridors do not have sufficient merit to warrant further study and are not proposed to be
carried forward. These are: Corridors 2-2, 3-3, and 9-9.
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